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ineffective assistance in failing to raise claims of instructional error and eviden-
tiary insufficiency; unpreserved claim that appellate counsel should have raised
claim that trial court improperly read to jury entire statutory (§ 53a-3 [11])
definition of intent when crimes with which petitioner was charged required
instructions only as to specific intent; whether appellate counsel acted reasonably
by not raising claim that evidence was insufficient to prove that petitioner was
guilty of murder as accessory and conspiracy to commit murder; claim that
appellate counsel improperly failed to raise claim that evidence was insufficient
with respect to charge of felony murder; claim that petitioner’s due process rights
were violated when trial court erroneously instructed jury as to intent; whether
habeas court properly determined that petitioner’s due process claim was subject
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of court was still required to render judgment of dismissal; whether court’s
decision denying motion to dismiss was consistent with policy preference to
bring about trial on merits; whether trial court properly exercised discretion in
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favor of resolving case on merits; whether delay in resolution of case was attrib-
uted solely to original plaintiff; reviewability of claim that trial court abused
its discretion by denying motion for articulation when defendant failed to file
motion for review pursuant to applicable rule of practice (§ 66-7).
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during lunchtime recess at elementary school; claim that trial court improperly
found that defendants breached standard of care when it determined that one
student intern and three or four staff members were insufficient to control as
many as four hundred students on playground; whether expert testimony was
required as to standard of care regarding number of supervisors needed to ensure
safety of elementary school students on playground; whether plaintiffs were
required to produce expert testimony on standard of care and to show how
defendants breached standard.
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Contracts; whether defendant was bound to reimburse plaintiff for property taxes

assessed on portion of plaintiff’s land that was subject to defendant’s easement
under terms of easement agreement that was recorded in land records; whether
trial court properly applied six year statute of limitations (§ 52-576 [a]) for
breach of contract actions rather than three year statute of limitations (§ 52-
598a) for indemnification actions; whether defendant, by accepting easement,
became contractually bound by its terms, including payment of taxes; claim that
statute of frauds barred plaintiff’s action because defendant did not sign easement
agreement; claim that no property tax could be imposed on easement area because
municipalities generally cannot assess easements separately from dominant
estate; claim that defendant’s commercial tenant should share in tax reimburse-
ment to plaintiff.
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Violation of probation; claim that defendant’s due process right to fair notice of

charges against him was violated by state’s filing of substitute information
changing underlying basis for violation of probation six days prior to probation
revocation hearing; whether defendant’s unpreserved claim satisfied third prong
of test set forth in State v. Golding (213 Conn. 233); whether defendant received
adequate notice of ground on which he ultimately was found to have violated
his probation.
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Operating motor vehicle while under influence of intoxicating liquor; whether evi-

dence was sufficient to prove that defendant was intoxicated due to alcohol
consumption; whether trial court abused its discretion by concluding that defense
counsel opened door to admission of certain testimony; unpreserved claim that
trial court infringed on defendant’s right to testify; reviewability of claim that
defendant was prematurely forced to make decision about whether to testify when
court canvassed him prior to conclusion of state’s case-in-chief.
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Breach of peace in second degree; tampering with witness; whether evidence was

insufficient to support conviction of breach of peace in second degree; whether
victim was likely to retaliate with immediate violence to defendant’s conduct;
whether defendant’s racial slurs were fighting words; whether evidence adduced
at trial was sufficient to support conviction of tampering with witness; whether
defendant intended to induce victim to absent himself from court proceeding;
whether state was required to prove, and trial court required to find, that defend-
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induce victim not to testify.
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Capital felony; conspiracy to commit murder; claim that trial court abused its

discretion in refusing to admit into evidence certain statements made by cocon-
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spirator under residual exception to hearsay rule; whether trial court properly
concluded that statements lacked trustworthiness and reliability that are required
for admission under residual exception to hearsay rule; whether defendant dem-
onstrated that allegedly improper exclusion of statements was harmful.


